1735 Highland PI., Apt. 25 
Berkeley, Ca. 9^+709 

Dear Harold, (cc: GRS) "o'y I S s <7 70 

As you can see, I have just moved, so I am even further behind in lots of 
things than usual. I want to acknowledge your mailings of June 15, 20, 21, 26, 

28, July 6, 3 (or 8), and 9, and to reply to the most pressing points. I will 
try to set aside some time this weekend to catch up. 

I am enclosing for you and Gary the copies you wanted returned, and the 
pages you suggested I copy for Gary. 

Leigh Anderson in Australia acknowledge the arrival of COUP, with no 
comments about the condition, so I guess it was okay. 

in your letter of June 18 to Gary and me, you asked for an affidavit for 
Bud on the SS/Archives correspondence which I saw. As you know, I would rather 
say as little as possible about this. I don't see why Bud would want such an 
affidavit. You have everything I remembered in my letters to you; I don't see 
any conceivable use in a court situation that would be worth the damage to my 
reputation with the Archives. Perhaps you could ask Bud to clarify. Your letter 
suggested that his interest was in the Archives ' impression that the SS was 
ignoring you; I think your own record of correspondence with them establishes 
this better. As for the fact that the Archives negotiated with the SS to assure 
that the cover letter would be "accurate,” I don't think this is anything out of 
the ordinary. I would rather not make a fuss about the fact that they showed 
me a "private" file and then asked for the copy of the most interesting page back. 
Remember, I'm a good guy, they think (I hope). (I might want to complain about 
the one page they have admitted not sending me after I saw it - just a reference 
in the chronology to an uninteresting but classified interview with Kosenko.) 

You asked (same letter) about a copy of the appendix to 0. in N.O. for a 
person who is supplying you with info fi on extremists. My copy has been broken up, 
with the unpublished CD's filed as CD's. Much of the rest is CE's. Sorry. It 
wouldn't be worth reconstructing. 

I should have a draft report of my work on Alvarez ' head-shot theory to 
send to you in about a week. 

I asked one place here about offset rates. They are 20^ per master plus 
1 i per copy (no reduction for large quantities). Collating is per sheet 

(for over 5000 sheets; more for less). Offset masters are in principle reusable, 
but tend to tear when they are taken off the machine, so they are never saved. 

(You couldn't get away from the 20^/page charge for a new run anyhow.) The masters 
are photographs of whatever original you submit, so 2-on-l is quite feasible. This 
means , I think , that you would have to find someone in your area who could make a 
good 2-on-l copy directly from your master. (The copies I have are generally not 
good enough.) The people I talked to have no provision for binding, etc. I just 
saw an ad for a local graphic arts place that says they can do books; I will ask 
about their rates when I can. 

Your 6/26 to me concerning your suit on the Ferrie documents: I feel quite 

strongly that it would be wise not to indicate our interest in Quiroga or DeBrueys 
in any way. Since our sources are largely documents provided by the Justice 
Department, I don't think it would make any difference at all if you czxs do not 
specify your source or name Quiroga. If they are as concerned in these areas as I 
think they should be, they will know what we have. On the "withholding" of the 
DeB report from the Commission, I have a memo which is relevant (my GA-l-FBI, p. £fi£ 
38-39), but I might have to retype it to get a legible copy of you. (The best I 
can do is enclosed.) If Willens description of Stern's find is accurate (which is 
not necessary) , they were more interested in the other FBI report which they first 
found in the State file than in the DeB report, about which Willens says only that 
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"most" of the contents were in other FBI mm reports too. The FBI's explanation 
was pretty lame, but I think we should do more work to check it out against 
what the FBI had earlier said. (That is, I think Hoover had indicated that he 
was sending over everything without quite saying so.) I find interesting Agfe 
the possibility that nobody (including Stern) msssm ever found the DeB report 
significant, or got interested in DeB himself. Anyway, I think it is not quite 
accurate to say this was withheld from the Commission - the Commission got 
everything they asked for; they just didn't ask for much. So, why use it? 

Also, I don't think the tidbit about Q being an FBI informant adds anything to 
your suit - I would rather save it. If you get press attention, you want want to 
use it then. In summary, I think we should be very discreet about things that 
the FBI may well have gotten past the Commission altogether. 

On the 544 Camp business, you can certainly use anything I put in my letter 
to jUSi Mitchell of 9 / 16/69 (see the 544 Camp file I have sent you). I am not sure 
of the value in going beyond that. 

I cannot offhand think of anything I might want to suggest for this suit. 
(There is one thing - if the matter of the Hosty entry in the notebook is relevant, 
I have more on that.) I hope that I can see your complaint before it gets into 
its final form. Hopefully there is no hurry in filing. I think Jim and I would 
have useful suggestions if we knew exactly what you were after. 

Your note of 7/4: I don't have anything else on the Hoover 11/25/66 
statement. 

Your 7/6: No objection to any use you wish of the Wasp incident. It is not 
clear what papers x you would like two copies of. Please clarify. 

More later. 

Sincerely, 

(fLjZ 



